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 22.	Item   25,   which   is  the   development  of  in
dustries, is your Industries section, and that must be
read with the paragraph on page 201 ?—Yes.
 23.	I think the Conference had better look at that,
because  the  construction is  rather  elaborate.    On
page 201 one sees that among the Central subjects
is Item 20, " Development of Industries " ?—In certain
cases.
 24.	I   am  going   to  read   the   paragraph;    it  is
Item 20 : " Development of industries, in cases where
" such development by central authority is declared
" by order of the Governor-General in Council, made
" after consultation with the local Government or
" local   Governments   concerned,   expedient  in   the
" public interest."    That is a qualification, and would
bring among the Central subjects development of
industries only in the cases thus indicated ?—Yes.
 25.	Has that happened ?    Have there been cases
in  which  the  declaration  has  been  made  by  the
Governor-General in Council that it is expedient in
the public interest ?—Yes, it has been made in the
case of the steel industry.    It was made there in
order to enable the Central Government to legislate
for the protection of the iron and steel industry in
India,   and   it  was  made  in  connection  with  the
wagon-building industry in order to enable bounties
to be given.
 26.	Railway wagon building ?—Yes.    Those  two
are the only cases in which any declaration has been
made.

 27.	I see there is a note at the bottom of page
201 which speaks of a declaration regarding the steel
rail and railway wagon industries ?—Yes.    The rails
were made at Tata's,  which is the  big steelworks
here.
 28.	Is it steel rails or steel and rails ?—It is steel
rails.
 29.	There have been two cases in which an order
has been made ?—Yes.
 30.	One case dealt with steel rails ?—Yes.    As a
matter of fact, the same Act really dealt with wagons
too ; it was all done at the same time.
 31.	The development of the steel rail and wagon
industries has been made central ?—Yes.
35. Since the development of the iron and steel and rail and wagon-building industries has been declared to be a matter which it is expedient to have dealt with by the central authority, has there been any attempt by any province to get the leave of the Governor-General to legislate about it ?—No, there has been no such attempt.
The Witness : May I mention what I think is an interesting point ? You have mentioned trade disputes. In 1924 the Bombay Government asked for permission to legislate independently on the subject of trade disputes, and the Government of India refused sanction on the ground that they were thinking of introducing Central legislation, which has now been put before the Assembly and circulated for opinion.
 36.	That is a very interesting example.    Which is
the trade disputes section ?—That is section 26 (6).
 37.	Let us just work that out.    If-one turns to
page 206, section 26 (6) is settlement of labour dis
putes, and that is therefore a provincial subject ?—
 38.	You might therefore have supposed that the
provincial legislature at Bombay could go ahead and
legislate, but 26 (6) is subject to legislation by the
Indian  legislature, and  by section   80A it follows
Hurt they could not legislate without the  previous
sanction of the Governor-General ?—Yes, and that
sanction was refused.
39. The Chairman : And you tell me that in that instance, when the provincial legislature applied for leave, they were told that leave ought not to be
 given because the Central Legislature thought of legislating for India as a whole ?—Yes.
Sir Arthur Froom \ And there was also considerable divergence of opinion in the province itself on the proposed legislation, I think I am correct in saying.
The Chairman : Yes. Whatever the grounds were, the position was quite clear, that until you got the previous sanction of the Governor-General the province could not go ahead ?
Sir Arthur Froom :   Quite.-
The Witness : There have been cases under other heads where sanction has been given 'to provinces to legislate.
 40.	The Chairman : Just give me a good example,
•will you ?—Construction of factories was one case.
The Government of India considered whether they
would have general legislation to determine principles
of    factory    construction.      They    consulted    local
Government, and on examining the cases they thought
the differences of climatic conditions and differences
in types of labour, and so on, were such that they
thought central legislation would not be suitable, so
they said they would not legislate centrally, but if
the   provinces   liked   to  legislate   provincially   they
could ;   and the Burma Government has proposed
to do so.
 41.	That would be a case where the Burma Govern
ment would apply to the Governor-General for the
permission, and where they in fact got it ?—Yes.
42.	That was because, I suppose, local conditions
would vary, and therefore it would  be difficult for
the Central Legislature to lay down a code which
was equally appropriate for evory part of this vast
continent ?—Yes.    T may say the Bombay Govern
ment asked the Central Government to reconsider
their   decision.    They   said,   " We   want   an   Act."
One of their reasons was " We find difficulty in getting
"it through the local council, and we would sooner
" have legislation through the Central Legislature " ;
but that was not accepted.
Major Attlee : That is dealt with on page 1502* of this book.
The Chairman : Yes, that is the passage, on page 1502 and onwards of " The State and Industry." *
43.	Now  I  should  like  to ask  you  one  or  two
matters of fact.    How do matters stand at present
as regards factory legislation ?    I have in mind what
I read on page 1483* of this book.  What is the present
Factory Act ?    What is the year of it?—1922 was
the last big revision of the Factory Act.    There were
one or two minor amending Acts subsequently, but
the big Act was passed shortly after the Reformed
Constitution came into force.    It was practically a
complete revision of the factory law, embodying the
Hours of Labour Convention of Washington.
 44.	Yes ;   I will ask a question  about  that in a
moment.  If one turns back in this book to page 1479,*
one sees that factory legislation seems to have been
developed  rather  late.    The  first  Mines   Act  was
passed in 1901.   That is at the middle of page 1479* ?
—Yes.
 45.	It was an attempt to regulate hours, and it
was not until 1924 that any restriction was placed
on the age at which children might be employed,
or on the hours for which they might be worked ?
—That is correct.

 46.	Am I to understand that down to that time
a child could be worked underground ?—In mines,
yes.
 47.	For any number of hours ?—There was  no
legislation. I think, until then.
 48.	And a woman ?—Yes.    Women work under
ground now, but there are proposals which are now
before the country for abolishing women working,
underground: within a period  of years—completely
in the case of some mines, and in a period of ten
years in the case of the coal mines.
 49.	Then this very interesting book goes on to say,
* VoL V.

